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Department of the Army

Jacksonville District Corps f Engineers
Aun: Brice McKoy

400 North Congress Avenu , Suite 130
West Palm Beach, Fl 3340:

SUBJECT: Phipps Ocean I uk
200000380(IP- 3M)

Dear Colone] May:

This letter is in respc 15e to permit application number 200000380(JP-BM) submitted by
the Town of Palin Beach. ‘'he purpose of the project is to restore and stabilize 10,032 linear feet
of beach shoreline along P ipps Ocean Park Beach with 1.5 million cubic yards of ocean dredged
sand material. The dredge material would be obtained from 2 borrow areas located 0.34 miles
offshore, between Departn :nt of Natural Resources (DNR) monuments R-127 and R-~134. The
project is located in the At wtic Ocean, between DNR monuments R-116 and R-126, in
Sections 11, 14, and 23, T- wnship 44 South, Range 43 East, Town of Palm Beach, Palm Reach
County, Florida.

The U.S. Environm 1tal Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the applicant’s response
letter dated January 25, 2C 11, and subsequent submittals regarding our concerns with the
proposed project. In letter dated May 5, 2000, and June 1, 2000, we requested additional
information and expressec our concern with the environmental impacts the proposed project
would have on nearshore | ard bottom resources of national importance. On April 26, 2001,
members of my staff cond cted a follow up site inspection to determine current conditions of the
site. This letter summariz s EPA’s position on the project, concentrating especially on Section
404(b)(1) Guidelines, whi h prohibit avoidable or significant adverse impacts to the aquatic
environment.

The applicant’s “Pr ject Justification Report,” states that the effects of the Lake Worth
Inlet and construction of ¢ :awalls with rip-rap along a 3-mile segment north of the project have
resulted in erosion within he project area and exposure of nearshore hard bottom resources.
If the “no action alternati- 2" is taken to alleviate the sediment losses within the project area, the
beach will continue to erc ie resulting in loss of recreational beach, loss of turtle nesting habitat,
and increased risk of damr .ge to upland property. In addition, the applicant stated that any fill
placed within Phipps Oce m Park Beach would result in accretion of sand material in the region
of the golf course. This z :cretion would occur in concert with rapid erosion of the fill area
resulting in escarpments 1 the fill area and poor public perception of the project performance.
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it the only practicable alternative available is to place fill material

1e project as proposed in the public notice. Based on our review and
uns that the project is not necessary, nor in the public interest and the
Tn outweighs the benefit. During our site inspection on April 26,
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ne and the dune system. This observation was made during a high
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an has been suggested in assessments of previous beach nourishment
94, and 1996). Previous studies had concluded that perturbations

wegligible due to rapid re-establishment of the infaunal communities.
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the southeast coast of Florida, found that changes to the infaunal

sersist for 2-3 years or more (Wilbur and Stem 1992). Other studjes
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1ave prohibited the collection of “live sand” (i.e. sand material,
liversity of algal, bacterial and macrojinvertabrate species, used in the
te Sanctuary, stating that the sand substrate is an important habitat for
the removal of this habitat was determined to adversely impact

s, wildlife habitat, and water quality (FDEP 1998). In review of the
nay have on EFH, EPA requests the applicant conduct an

’ithin the boundaries of the borrow areas.

> the project until the applicant provides a mitigation plan that
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xtends 430 to 570 feet offshore and will impact approximately
-bottom. The applicani states by using the time averaging method,
re artificial reef would provide adequate compensation for impacts to
sources. EPA concludes that it is premature to review the applicant’s
1en impacts to nearshore hard bottom are at an unacceptable level.
tew other practicable alternatives to what is proposed to reduce or

ore hard bottom. EPA will then consider mitigation at a minimum
has avoided and/or minimized hard bottom impacts to the extent

e procedural requirements of the 1992 404(q) Memorandum of

: continue to advise you that the proposed work will result in

: adverse impacts on aquatic resources of national importance. EPA
: hard bottom resources of this project should be protected.

>ortunity to comument on this request for authorization. If you should
‘ontact Ron Miedema at the letterhead address or by telephone at

Sinﬁ,
ichar ggarvcy P.E.

Director
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